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The meeting begins.at 7: 16 p.m. 


David Lee, Chair of the Strategic Development Study Committee (“SDSC”), thanks everyone for 
coming. He reminds people to sign in if they want to speak and if they want to receive the 
minutes of this meeting. David Dixon of Goody, Clancy & Associates (“GC&A”, the consulting 
team hired for the SDSC) will be covering a lot of ground tonight, literally. Tonight’s 
presentation will be a summary of findings for all of the Air Rights parcels along the Turnpike 
corridor, with the exception of Parcels 11-15 — the “Millennium” parcels. While Cheryl Cronin, 
the Chair of the Boylston Square (Millennium) Citizens Advisory Committee (“CAC”) is. not able 
to be here tonight, Lee assures the group that the Boylston Square (Millennium) CAC is doing an 
enormous amount of work regarding those parcels. In fact, they are further along in their 
guidelines than the SDSC is as a whole. 


Lee introduces State Representative Paul Demakis, an ex-Officio member of the SDSC who has 
been working with the City of Boston and the Town of Brookline with respect to the role of the 
SDSC guidelines for Parcels 2 and 3, which are in the Town of Brookline and have zoning 
control. Demakis’ district includes the Cottage Farm neighborhood of Brookline, the part of the 
Town directly abutting Parcels 2 and 3. 


State Representative Paul Demakis begins his remarks. Of the 23 air rights parcels along the 
Boston Extension of the Massachusetts Turnpike corridor, two are in the Town of Brookline. 
Those two parcels directly abut the Cottage Farm neighborhood — a neighborhood in Brookline 
that he represents. At a public update meeting in July in Brookline, attended by SDSC members 
Marty Walz and David Lapin, David Dixon presented a summary of the presentations by GC&A 
to the SDSC to Brookline residents. 


There is some concern on the part of the Cottage Farm neighborhood that the SDSC, which was 
appointed by the Mayor of Boston, would make recommendations for air rights parcels that 
belong to the Town of Brookline. The co-Chairs of the Cottage Farm Neighborhood Association 
have asked that no guidelines be specified for these parcels. Demakis has spoken to five State 
Representatives, a State Representative, and has a letter from five members of the Brookline 
Board of Selectmen and Congressman Barney Frank. All of these parties expressed concern 
about Brookline’s role in the air rights planning process. 


Demakis had a discussion today with SDSC Chair David Lee and staff from the Boston 
Redevelopment Authority (“BRA”). Through these conversations it was clarified that it is not the 
intention of the SDSC to have specific guidelines for Parcels 2 and 3, but they may say what 
these parcels could be in concert with Parcels 1-6. On October 1, 1999 there will be a meeting 
with Brookline officials to determine what would be acceptable for these parcels. Demakis’ role 
tonight is to report that there is an understanding between the SDSC, the City, and the Town to 
defer discussion of Parcels 2 and 3 tonight. 


David Lee, SDSC Chair, remarks that he hopes that there will be some Brookline contribution to 
the Study. He agrees to defer Parcels 2 and 3 tonight but not Parcel 1. 


State Representative Paul Demakis says that as long as it does not include guidelines. 


David Lee, SDSC Chair, asks about principles. Is there something the Town might want 
included in this report regarding these parcels? 


State Representative Paul Demakis reiterates that Brookline has zoning over their Turnpike air 
rights parcels and will be doing their own town-wide planning and zoning study. It would be best 
if planning for Parcels 2 and 3 were left to them and their process. 


David Lee, SDSC Chair, asks Robert Ruzzo of the Massachusetts Turnpike Authority (“MTA”) 
to comment. 


Robert Ruzzo, MTA, suggests that the SDSC not make recommendations on those two parcels. 
There is recognition that both municipalities impact each other. 


David Lee, SDSC Chair, notes that as an architect — it seems strange not to have anything ~ 
regarding these parcels in the report. 


Lee proceeds with the meeting. First, some housekeeping. The next meeting of the SDSC will 
be on October 13, 1999 — presumably at 6 p.m. The bulk of tonight’s presentation will be David 
Dixon of GC&A summarizing findings for Parcels 1-6, 7-10, 16-19, and 20-23. Then there will 
be discussion amongst the Committee and a public comment period. 


David Dixon, GC&A, promises that the bulk of the time tonight will not be spent on his 
presentation, but rather on discussion among the SDSC and the public. Tonight he will present a 
draft of a set of guidelines for the Boston Extension of the Turnpike air rights parcels. People 
should feel free to comment on this draft. The final report of the SDSC should be highly readable 
and will be printed in large numbers. GC&A is looking for reactions to what is presented tonight 
so that they may begin to put together your report. 


Dixon presents a Summary of Findings (dated for the September 15, 1999 SDSC meeting). 
Talking in “headlines”, Dixon goes through the Framework for the Vision and the Core Principles 
for the overall Turnpike corridor and the “districts.” [See Attachment #2.] 


David Lee, SDSC Chair, comments that the Dixon presentation was excellent not only in content, 
but also in pace. He enjoyed seeing fragments of discussion finally knitted together. 


Lee has a number of comments, the first being quite general. One of the real challenges of the 
SDSC as a group is to develop ideas that will have currency 10 to 12 years from now. We need 
to find a way to write this report to accommodate what we don’t know and to state agreed upon 
principles that are relevant for a long time to come. 


Lee’s second comment relates to economics. Do we know whether what seems to be comfortable 
is actually viable economically? We wrestle with the Boylston Square (Millennium) Project and 
how much one has to build to afford to build at the site. 


David Dixon, GC&A, says that the consulting team doesn’t believe in putting together “empty 
visions.” We believe all the things we have shown are feasible. There will be political and 
economic hurdles, but the consulting team believes that these recommendations include.economic 
reality. 


David Lee, SDSC hai asks if there has been an ongoing wusareiu with the MTA’s 
consultants regarding the economics. 


David Dixon, GC&A, says that for the most part, there are some differences, but there has been 
continued discussion. 


Robert Ruzzo, MTA, responds that it is a good idea to have a vision with currency that is 10 
years out. As guidelines, he feels comfortable with what has been presented — there are some 
differences in the numbers, but the economy will change over time, which will be addressed by 
the CAC at that time. | 


David Dixon, GC&A, tells the group that it has to be a strong economy for these scenarios to 
work unless there is a lot of public subsidy. — 


David Lee, SDSC Chair, wants to discuss process. He comments that perhaps there ought to be a 
way to discuss community benefits within the general urban design framework. Perhaps people 
would be willing to talk about trade-offs on mass or height as Jong as they are within the 
framework we've outlined. For example, if a developer were to build a 2-acre park as part of a 
development, perhaps s/he could build something in the 20’s (stories). We would also emphasize 
that this would not mean the developer could build 30 or 40 stories in any form. This would be a 
dynamic way to examine proposals on a case-by-case basis in case something special comes up — 
as long as the proposal still fits the overall goals and principles. 


Lee’s last comment pertains to “community fit.” Page 9 of the handout uses the words “part of” 
rather than the words “compatible with.” Not to get into word-smithing, but don’t we mean in 
spirit the buildings and uses should be compatible with the existing adjacent structures and uses? 
Taken literally, it could sound as though the only thing that would work are 19" century 
rowhouses. 


David Dixon, GC&A, says that at an earlier meeting Rep. Demakis had suggested determining 
how big something can be and still be appropriate before talking about benefits. After this point 
was determined, then they could begin the discussion of trade-offs. It should be clear that a 
developer cannot buy his/her way into developing an inappropriate building through trade-offs. 


Marty Walz, SDSC member, notes that transportation issues are not included here. She explains 
that the Transportation Working Group (“TWG”) has been running in a parallel track with the 
SDSC and that the TWG will be holding a meeting with a similar “summary” agenda as we’ve 
seen here on October 4, 1999 at Tent City. The TWG has spent a lot of time and energy 
developing transportation related guidelines that will be folded in to the SDSC report. 


David Lee, SDSC Chair, asks when the TWG would be ready to present something to the larger 
group. 


Marty Walz, SDSC member, replies that probably after the next meeting we can start talking 
about how to fold the transportation recommendations and guidelines into the larger report. 


On the larger discussion, she has a couple of thoughts. She asks why there is no reflection of the 
Open Space presentation by Herb Nolan in July in this summary. Other than the Open Space on: 
Parcel 18, nothing reflects this discussion. 


David Dixon, GC&A, responds that everything Herb said at the July open space is amenable to 
these guidelines — especially for Parcels 20-23 and 17-19. In other places along the route, what 
Herb talked about with respect to buffers is entirely true and will find its way into the larger 
picture. 


Marty Walz, SDSC member, et who will create the open space on Parcel 18? Should it be 
linked to Parcel 17 or kept separate? 


David Dixon, GC&A, says that a complicated world will become simple later. What is 
accomplished on Parcels 16 and 17 and whether there can be a 2 acre park created on Parcel 18 
needs to’ be fleshed out. We’ve been thinking that the densities prescribed for Parcel 17 should 
enable a developer to make a contribution toward having a park on Parcel 18. ; 


David Lee, SDSC Chair, returns to the point of process with respect to development being linked 
to amenities. There needs to be a how-to. 


Marty Walz, SDSC member, has another point. With respect to having an RPF process, who 
decides the what and when? 


David Dixon, GC&A, answers that this may be related to David Lee’s “long view.” Some 
parcels seem unclaimed and others appear to be more spoken for. 


Marty Walz, SDSC member, makes her final point. We have seen that affordable housing is a 
strong public need, but it hasn’t been reflected in the scenarios or the guidelines. There seems to 
be some disconnect. ‘ 


David Dixon, GC&A, responds that Walz has made a good point. The level with which we’ve 

been working at, we haven’t yet talked about mixed-income housing on air rights, mainly because 
it is so expensive to build over the air rights and it may not be the most appropriate use for certain 
air rights sites. He notes that the circumstances of the Chinatown/South End/Bay Village parcels, 


where there is no land to add housing elsewhere, start the conversation about potentially greater 
building density and height. 


Marty Walz, SDSC member, responds that we need to address affordable housing to ground the 
report in a real world setting. We should tackle the issue in the report. 


David Lee, SDSC Chair, says that obviously the economics vary from site to site with affordable 
housing versus luxury housing. We need to be in the mindset that affordable housing is an asset 
and not something you “have to do.” Mixed income housing is part of the uniqueness of the 
neighborhoods and proposals should reflect a developer’s understanding that it’s not a “favor” to 
provide affordable housing. 


Fred Mauet, SDSC member, has a few comments. He seems to remember community members 
from the Bay Village neighborhood who were not happy with the suggestion of taller and more 
dense buildings. We understand the economics, but there doesn’t seem to be the acceptance of 
those higher limits. Many of us don’t accept a comparison with the Hancock Tower. It seems to 
him that what is being suggested here are trade-offs with respect to size for public amenities. He 
finds this very troublesome. Also, on page 51, with respect to air rights over Back Bay Station — 
there was a little article in the newspaper regarding MBTA real estate and that site. How should 
we accommodate this proposition? __ 


David Dixon, GC&A, says that there can only be so much of a good thing, especially if Parcels 

16 and 17 are developed. As Walz has stated there, there will be traffic and transportation limits, 
a developer has to make a case for more capacity. He does not anticipate that the air rights over 
Back Bay station will be eee aN soon. 


Fred Mauet, SDSC Member also clarifies that he supports Shirley Kressel’s oft-repeated 
statement with respect to transportation (first determining overall transportation capacity and then 
going backwards to find out how much development could be supported by that capacity). He 
also wants to state publicly that he had an astonishing conversation with a development attormey 
who thinks that we’ve been incorrect in trying to force developers to pay for improvements to the 
T. In reality, the T is only forced to do something after the fact when the situation has become so 
bad that they have no choice but to make changes. It is important for us to understand capacity 
and make a statement about what’s appropriate. 


Robert Ruzzo, MTA, makes two points about the MBTA — an agency he used to work for — in 
their absence. 


While there has been a lot of discussion regarding potential air rights development over Back Bay 
Station, it is highly desirable but structurally limited. First, there would need to be support piers 
that would essentially divide the lobby of the station in two. Second, we had ought to give the 
MBTA its due with respect to its future plans — i.e. the Green Line study and building the Silver 
Line. The MBTA likes to do things and get people riding. 


David Lee, SDSC Chair, agrees with what’s been said, but if we only allow development 
according to transportation capacity, then the result might be nothing at all. He is not sure what 
the “breaking point” would be or the square footage of development in relation to transportation 
capacity. It would be worth further discussion. 


David Lapin, SDSC member, says that there appears to be an implicit assumption in what we’re 
saying which is that we need to split the difference and have open space, housing, etc. He’s not 


sure we can do this on these parcels. For example, with the Boylston Square project there is a 
huge rift between what the developer thinks is viable and what the community believes is 
appropriate. Nobody can agree on something as essential as heights at Massachusetts Avenue 
and Boylston Street. He’s not sure we’ll be able to reach the split difference. 


David Dixon, GC&A, says that they have been trying to work within economic reality while 
showing some accommodation. In Chinatown there is substantial public support for housing and 
mixed use development. There is strong demand, but a weaker market. There are concerns bout 
this. 


In terms of accommodation, these are guidelines from the group. He presents them as a 
synthesis of what has been said over the last 10 months. The SDSC should be looking at them 
and asking are they right? It is GC&A’s belief that we need to talk about what can actually be 
created and then talk about what height might “fit.” 


Parcels 16 and 17 were a difficult fit, but it is GC&A’s sense that as one makes one’s way along 
the corridor, what is worth building is also buildable. At some points we find that what’s right 
isn’t buildable. The SDSC may not agree with what we’ve presented, and we’d like to hear it. 


David Lapin, SDSC member, adds that he is also concerned about how community benefits tie in 
with development. How can this be worked out? We don’t know how it works. 


David Lee, SDSC chair, agrees with Lapin but wants to talk more generally about splitting the 
difference and accommodation. We cannot say that 14 is right, 13 is wrong, 16 might be okay. 
We need to have flexibility in the guidelines we are providing, regardless of whether there is a 
competitive process or not. If we reduce the height, then the potential to accommodate the 
community in other ways will be limited. 


David Lapin, SDSC member, says this is why he sees the competitive process as necessary, 
because of what has happened with Millennium’s proposal. . 


David Lee, SDSC Chair, continues that this is why we need to discuss how this document will 
work when we’re not here. 


Steve Wolf, SDSC member, says that he appreciates the way Lapin described the conundrum. 
There is always going to be pressure to develop in this city. If the report is skewed in another — 
direction, then there won’t be anyone arguing what we want to have happen. Why does this 
committee exist if it balances on what can be built? Perhaps we need to pull away from what’s 
feasible and more towards a vision. 


Janet Hurwitz, SDSC member, wants to underscore Wolf’s point that economics is driving this. 
We seem to want to hide that fact. The buildings are higher where they can make more money. 


David Lee, SDSC chair, thinks Hurwitz is overstating. At the open space meeting, there was 
discussion about real dollars for costs and maintenance. We have to look at all of this. 


Janet Hurwitz, SDSC member, suggests that perhaps the SDSC should just state a vision and not 
limit ourselves by the dollars. 


David Lee, SDSC chair, says that there may be some sights where it will remain clear and 
unequivocal. As far as making a plan, this is why it needs to be flexible. 


Janet Hurwitz, SDSC member, responds that we have to talk about what really should be where. 


David Lee, SDSC chair, asks if that is the group’s sense of what is here. Do the uses shown after 
the community meetings not reflect what’s been said? 


Janet Hurwitz, SDSC member, says that she is not all for open space but rather looking to make 
sure that the parcels all meet the core principles. 


Mark Goldweitz, SDSC member, wants to take a step back. We are reaching the end of the 
SDSC process. The charge of the SDSC was to improve the Turnpike “scar” that runs through 
the City for generations to come. We are tying the City back together, creating continuity of 
neighborhoods. We need to balance design, height, and urban context. 


There are all sorts of conflict. Cities, even Boston, always have conflict. Taking that as a given, 
if something happens over these air rights in the next five years, we’ve done a pretty good job. 
There is a myriad of issues here, but we are not a CAC so we do not look at many of the 
individual details of a project. Still, there are things we should be concerned about so that when 
this public process comes to its conclusion and we are meeting as CACs after a competitive. 
process, we have something to refer to and be proud of. . 


Steve Wolf, SDSC member, explains that what he has said is not meant to be a criticism of 
GC&A’s work. Still, there is more work that needs to be done. 


David Lee, SDSC chair, points out that what GC&A has presentedh is a baseline. We can do what 
we want to that baseline. : 


Nan Evans, SDSC member, has a less philosophical point to make. On Parcels 1-6 we have 
Boston University. It is disturbing because there is talk of affordable housing in many of the 
other neighborhoods along the corridor. BU is not a public need, but limiting BU to air rights 
might be what we want. 


Mary Soo Hoo, SDSC member, asks for a definition of “affordable housing.” 


David Dixon, GC&A, explains that what he meant by including affordable housing is that many 
of the communities we are looking at have had their true diversity thwarted by the economic 
boom. By the phrase “affordable housing,” he means housing that includes a mix of incomes. 
This should be a function of the community, especially where affordable housing is rapidly 
disappearing. Basically, it depends on who is being displaced. 


Mary Soo Hoo, SDSC member, says that in Chinatown, “affordable housing” essentially means 
“low-income” housing. In reality, a lot of people who have left Chinatown for the suburbs want 
to return, but they are “over-income” for the lowest-income units. We are looking for a mix of 
“affordability.” 


David Dixon, GC&A, replies that Tent City could be a model of different levels of affordability. 


Mark Goldweitz, SDSC member, says that given the communities we are dealing with, it is best 
‘to define affordable as a broad range — i.e. everything but high-end. 


George Hagerty, SDSC member, talks about process (on page 7). The MTA has said that it 
wants to be a reasonable partner. He has a problem with stating that an RFP process should be 
instated “where appropriate.” The SDSC should recommend for the MTA (and the MTA should 
then accept) to engage in the RFP process. The Turnpike could issue an RFP, after which a 
particular development proposal from that process, will then be required to proceed with the 
guidelines for Article 80 (of the Boston Zoning Code) for review. 


Hagerty continues that the City should also look at the Massachusetts Environmental Policy 
Agency (“MEPA”) review process. It is instructive to notice that the MEPA process looks at 
flooding, transportation, and air quality. MEPA issues should be brought into what we want to 
set up for city level air rights development review. 


Another question for David Dixon relates to the issue of subsidies for Chinatown. Hagerty asks 
for an explanation of why there are subsidies to create development and then other public 
subsidies. It sounds like a double subsidy for Chinatown. 


David Dixon, GC&A, explains that there are two sources of subsidy. First, the Turnpike could 
donate.the air rights. In different economies this option looks different. Next, whenever there is 
mixed-income housing, there are generally tax credits — not in excessive amounts — for a 
developer to build there. We haven’t assumed anything more. 


George Hagerty, SDSC member, asks about specific engineering issues regarding the park for 
Parcel 18B. Should engineering constraints be included in the report? 


David Dixon, GC&A, says they should. Having a park on 18B is the right thing to do. 


David Lee, SDSC chair, points out that this is a rough draft for SDSC review and comment. 
Tonight’s meeting has generated a lot of suggestions that could be added. Lee asks everyone to 
submit their comments to Randi Lathrop of the BRA or David Dixon of GC&A. 


State Representative Paul Demakis understands completely why there has been no discussion 
of Parcels 11-15 this evening, but points out that they need to be dealt with. This discussion was 
constructive because it was specific. Still, this group needs to say what is appropriate for Parcels 
11-15 as it does on the other air rights parcels. 


Demakis finds it curious that it was suggested to possibly go as high as 350° in some areas and 
lower elsewhere. In other neighborhoods, height was 250’, but as far as the Millennium sites, it’s 
no less than 300.’ 


Demakis’ other point relates to community benefits. In the end, we will have do deal with the 
issue, and the community should not be unmindful of the economics. Still, it should not be a 
deciding factor. Let the developer worry about the economics. He was concerned when Lee 
brought up going 4 stories higher if it means better community benefits. This may look good to a 
planner, but he knows how elected officials and politicians work. Benefits are a way to divide 
and conquer. Demakis wants to reinforce that we should look at what is appropriate for the site, 
then determine what the range is. The limits to that range are based on what is appropriate. 


David Lee, SDSC chair, understands the point. Still, there might be a variable to play with when 
there is a proposal on the table and a broader benefit lurking out there. 


State Representative Paul Demakis understands what Lee is saying but says that it cannot be 
ignored that there is a unique situation out there where planning for a set of parcels is driven by a 
development agreement. 


Eleanor Strong, a South End resident and open space advocate, says that whatever is done along 
the air rights corridor should benefit the community. 


Ira Kemp, a Back Bay resident, says that the entire meeting reminded him of Mark Baker’s oral 
history of the Vietnam War — with its tremendous inertia. In this situation, everyone knows who 
we’re really talking about. This is a wide-open, very adversarial process. Open space, pedestrian 
space — it’s bargaining. To what degree do we have the input in these decisions? This should be 
based on ideal visions, not profit returns. No one is denying that feasibility isn’t important. 


‘David Lee, SDSC chair, sees what Kemp is trying to say — but reminds him that this is a very 
diverse community that needs certain things built. To get built, there are economic needs. When 
all is said and done, we hope there are things we can agree to. There might be someone willing to 
do affordable housing right now. | 


Ira Kemp says that his point is that he fees as though there are certain assumptions here. In 
truth, not everyone wants the retail, commercial, cinema package. 


David Lee, SDSC chair, says that eta are specific things people want that would be 
irresponsible not to address. : 


Jeremy Liu, Asian Community Development Corporation, reminds the group that in going into 
the review process — the context is still community. The SDSC members need to go to their 
respective communities to get those different views. One way of identifying whether a developer 
wants to do affordable housing is to issue an RFP. Let market forces do their work. Ee we 
cannot predict what the market will -be like in 10 years. 


George Hagerty, SDSC member, refers to a Steve Bailey column in the Boston Globe about the 
Convention Center Authority. Originally, it was thought that the Convention Center would have 
ne be subsidized, but it turns out that hotels are lining up to be a part of it. 


David Dixon, GC&A, says that the SDSC is reminded of the mission and goals of the 
neighborhoods, because development will not be allowed to happen without neighborhood 
approval. There have been many other ideas talked about and not picked up, i.e., parcels that are 
far into the future such as Parcel 23. 


David Lee, SDSC Chair, states that time should be a factor in the report. How long will we a 
allow a site to not be developed? 


Tom Scanlon agrees. One of the assets of the neighborhoods is the economic diversity. We _ 
should think of these qualities as an asset and not a trade-off. There are things to be required of 
the developer . 


Hank Haff, BTA Architects, points out that in the history of development in this city and 
enhancing districts. (He notes Post Office Square as an example.) It seems the community is 
forced to put on blinders with respect to air rights instead of looking at enhancing the surrounding 
areas as well. Isn’t it the City’s responsibility to say what it wants on the air rights with respect to 
a particular set of sites? 


David Lee, SDSC chair, says he is not opposed to open space by any means — but it’s no good 
without a framework. 


Lee concludes the meeting at 9:35 p.m. 


Meeting minutes are poripiled by Sue Kim, Project eae BRA and Naomi R. Fraenkel, 
Assistant Project Planner, BRA. 


Questions regarding minutes should be directed to Sue Kim, BRA at 918-4418. 
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Rough Dratt: 

For Review 
and 

Comment . . 
Only 


. Framework for a 


Corridor Vision 


Building a Civic Vision for the Turnpike in Boston 
BRA BTD Goody, Clancy & Associates 
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Rough Draft: 
For Review 


and | Core Principles 
eye : 
2. Urban Design & Related Ph ysical Improvements 
Use Turnpike air rights to generate wfogd 
physical improvements 
9.15.99 Building a Civic Vision for the Turnpike in Boston 
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Rough Dratt: 
For Review 


and Core Principles 


Comment 
Only 


4. Civic Benefits 


Provide direct benefits to communities along 
the Turnpike and throughout the city by 
accommodating public amenities on air 
rights parcels and uses that are difficult to 
locate in existing communities. 
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Rough Draft: 


rorreview | Districts: Overview of Framework 


and 


comment | Analysis: What forces are shaping the vision... 


Only 


Market 
Connections 
Public Needs 
Transportation 
Urban Fabric 


Vision: What form does this vision take.. 


Districts 
Uses 

Urban Design 
Connections 
Public Realm 
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Rough Draft: 
For Review 
and 


vision... 


What forces are shaping the 


- Market 


Comment 
Only 


Strong Market Demand 


WEISS 
SES 
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Other Potential Uses 


Building a Civic Vision for the Turnpike in Boston 


BRA BTD Goody, Clancy & Associates 


Analysis 


9.15.99 


eS) 


Rough Dratt: 
For Review 


d 3 F = A 
Comment | What forces are shaping the vision... 
Only i 

Connections 

BU Bridge Green Line 


Green Way Charlesgate South West Corridor Exten 


act 


Saban, 


y 7 
Late 


d 


a 


_ wait ~Community Connections 


mms Open Space Connections 
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Rough Dratt: 
For Review 
and 
Comment 
Only 


9.15.99 


What forces are shaping the vision... 
Transportation 


Trip Generation Flow Chart 


Apply Mode Choice Percentage 


Building a Civic Vision for the Turnpike in Boston Analysis 
BRA BTD Goody, Clancy & Associates 3 18 
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Rough Dratt: 
For Review 
and 


Charan What form does this vision take.. 
Only 


Districts - Districts defined by adjacent 
neighborhoods, population and urban fabric 
- Each is unique- there is no universal 
approach to corridor 
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Rough Draft: 
For Review 
and 


Gunmen. | What form does this vision take.. 
Only 


Public Realm 


e Built and un-built environment 
e Streets and streetscapes 

e Sidewalks 

Potential Street Level Parks e Parks and open spaces 

Potential Roof Top Athletic Facilities e Building facad es 
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Rough Draft: 


and | Will all these parcels be developed? 


Comment | 
Only : 
¢ Possibly, based on challenges and 


opportunities facing BU 
¢ Very long time frame 
¢ Feasibility of each parcel varies 


How? 


¢ Through BU’s Institutional Master Plan 
process 


° BU will be the sponsor Or a partner in every 
parcel--whether parcels are developed for 
academic or investment goals 


9.15.99 Building a Civic Vision for the Turnpike in Boston Parcels 1-6 
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Rough Dratt: 


For Review 
and 
Comment 
Only 
“i 
ie 
, Create an appropriate edge along Mountfort Street 
9.15.99 Building a Civic Vision for the Turnpike in Boston Parcels 1-6 
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Rough Dratt: 
For Review 
and 
Comment 
Only 


Minimum setback 100’ 
+__________—__> 2 


Maximum 
height 130’ 


Neighborhood “MoUnttort Street = irreecersaee sense eon eeneeer enema 


Lower heights (maximum 45-60’) adjacent to neighborhoods 


9.15.99 Building a Civic Vision for the Turnpike in Boston Parcels 1-6 


BRA BTID Goody, Clancy & Associates 30 


Le sajejoossy 9 AduejD ‘Apooy qig VWHd 
Q-| $]a01eq uoj}SOg UJ ax/GUIN] AY} JOJ UOISIA DIAID e Bulpying 66°S1'6 


sjoeloud 1dwoexe 
-xe} MoU Aue JO} s}JuaWeeJBOe Xe}-JO-Nal|-Ul-jJUaWAed Ysiqejsy e 


SOIIUNLULUOD 
jusoelpe pue Ng usEeMjeg Seale JAJINg podeospur] 9}edID e 


| spoouwsoqubieu 
jusoelpe OUI SEsn jeUuOINyySU! HuipUeAdXS PIOAYW 


AyJUNWWOd JUsoeI[pe jou “AjISJOAIUL) WO} Burned pue 
SBulpjing MOU SSe00e Puke S}IS-UO SpeeU HulyJed |je SPIAOIY e 


UOI}eIBUSH Dijjes] MOU OZIWIUI|| e 


eyiduin | oy} Huoje saliunwiwosd 

ou} pue AUD Oy} JO} ay] JO Ayienb aoueYyUS puke dAIBSAId Gan 
: jUaWIWIOY 

(UOHFEBIIN) Of17 JO AWIEND “E | porno” 
Meta iene 


Rough Draft: 3 | ; 


For Review 
and 
Comment 
Only 
Create an appropriate edge along Commonwealth Avenue 
9.15.99 Building a Civic Vision for the Turnpike in Boston Parcels 1-6 
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Rough Dratt: 


For Review 
and 
Comment 
Only 
| Existing roadway conditions 
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Rough Dratt: 


ravew | Will all these parcels be developed? 


and 
Comment 
Only | | 

e Parcel 10 should never be developec-- 


except for open space use 


e Parcel 7 and 8 may have strong 
development potential, depending on Red 
Sox and other adjacent owners’ plans 


e Parcel 9 will be very difficult, but could be 
part of restoring the Fens connection to the 
River 


9.15.99 Building a Civic Vision for the Turnpike in Boston Parcels 7-10 
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Rough Dratt: 


For Review 
and 
Comment 
Only 
| New Audubon Circle Housing 
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Rough Dratt: 


For Review 
and 
Comment 
Only 
Existing surface parking lots along Boylston Street 
Buildi «SLIVER Lei Parcels 7-10 
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Rough Dratt: 


For Review 
and 
Comment 
Only 
A new transportation center at Yawkey Way Station, together with 
7 anew public square ~ 
9.15.99 Building a Civic Vision for the Turnpike in Boston Parcels 7-10 
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Rough Draft: 


forreview | Will all these parcels be developed? 


and 
Comment 
Only 


¢ It is highly unlikely Parcel 19 will ever be 
developed due to its small size. 


¢ Parcels 16 and 17 have very strong — 
development potential 


¢ Parcel 18 has good development potential 
and can be thought of as two parcels, 
however- most likely won’t be developed 
until the next development cycle 


9.15.99 Building a Civic Vision for the Turnpike in Boston 3 Parcels 16-19 
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Rough Dratt: 
For Review 
and 
Comment 
Only 


9.15.99 


Office Space 


How much height do certain uses require? 


eeeeeecces 
e 


Residential 


Function 
Parking 


Hotel Lobby 
Retail Retail 


Parking 


Between 17 and 25 stories Between 22 and 27 stories 
Plan Plan Plan 
(Minimum. floor-plate 20-25,000 SF) (Range floor-plate 10-15,000 SF) (Minimum floor-plate 10,000 SF) 
Office | Hotel Residential 
(Minimum 250,000- 400,000 SF) (Minimum 250,000- 300,000 SF) (Minimum 100,000 SF) 
Building a Civic Vision for the Turnpike in Boston Parcels 16-19 
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Rough Draft: 


For Review 
and 
Comment 
Only 
Corner of Columbus and Berkeley St, Parcel 17 
9.15.99 Building a Civic Vision for the Turnpike in Boston Parcels 16-19 


BRA BTD Goody, Clancy & Associates 90 


re : sayeioossy 9 Aouei9 ‘Apooy gig YWHa 
6L-9} sjaoded uo}sog U} ayidusN{ ay} 40J UOISIA DIAID e Bulpjing 66°SL'6 


sBuipjing ouoj\siy yoedsei 0} sHulpjing eyejnoie pue sjeveyew esp, — 
sBuipjing ovojsiy wo Aeme iybiey Buipying days 
sBulpjing Bunsixe jusoelpe jo syuBioy |jemjoosjs eziuBbooeY — 
| “-aBelllA Aeg pue puz 
UINOS aU} JO Je]}0e1eYO puke BjeOS DNO}SIY OU} O} UOIISUeI} oyeLUdosdde 
Ue WWJO} 0} SHuIpIING jo sinjosyiyoue pue Buissew ay} edeyuS e 
uoneis Aeg yoeg ye JUsWIdO|aAep s}YHuU sre jelUe}Od SSoIppy se 
UIULIM ALIAIOe MBIA USD Aqsiessed OS |@A9g| }e04}S Je SMOPUIM 
snoiaueb epiAoid puke Hululp ayepOWWOIIEe 0} Sy;/eEMEp!IS SpIM 
epnjoul ‘uoj}bulpy pue ‘Agjeyieg ‘Snquunjoy ‘uopuae]y Buoye ‘sesn 
JQUIO PUL [121981 UM Poul ‘SUOIO8UUOD UBLJSeped HuljiAU! ByeEQID se 
S]USWSAOJCdUI 
jeoisAud peojg 9}e19U9H 0} Ss} YH se ayIduin| asp 


S]}UDWOdAOICUI Auo 


jUSUIWIOD 


jeoiskyg payejoy pue ubisaq UBQUN "Z | sosrouros 


syeig yBnoy 


Rough Dratt: 


For Review \ 
and ‘ 
Comment 
Only 
| Columbus and Clarendon looking North to Parcel 17 
Buildi vie Viei ej Parcels 16-19 
9.15.99 uilding a Civic Vision for the Turnpike in Boston 
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Rough Draft: | 
For Review “4 gs 
and | 4. Civic Benefits 


ey Provide important benefits to communities along the 


Turnpike and to the city as a whole 


¢ Create a significant community open space that includes 
fountains in which children can play and/or other activities 
that make the adjacent communities more livable 


¢ Transform Stanhope Street into a lively susie space for 
cafes, outdoor music, etc. 


¢ Provide an extension of the Southwest Corridor Park bicycle 
path along the north side of the turnpike corridor. 


¢ Support affordable housing that helps maintain the diversity 
of adjacent communities 


9.15.99 || Building a Civic Vision for the Turnpike in Boston Parcels 16-19 
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Rough Draft: | 
For Review | Guidelines for 


and 


ov" | Parcels 20-23 


Neighborhood meets Neighborhood 


9.15.99 Building a Civic Vision for the Turnpike in Boston Parcels 20-23 
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Rough Dratt: 
For Review 


pi 1. Community Fit (Uses) 


Comment 


Boe Create buildings and uses that are part of the existing 


communities 


Parcel 20a & 20b 
¢ Mixed Use- Housing, ground floor retail, parking above 
Parcel 21 | 


¢ Site a pilot school, possibly partially financed with 
housing located on upper floors 


¢ Provide open space for active sine passive recreation 
Parcel 22 

¢ Mixed Use- Housing, ground floor retail, parking above 
¢ Incorporate new Silver Line stations into new buildings 
Parcel 23 | 

¢ Possibly office- very visible location 


9.15.99 Building a Civic Vision for the Turnpike in Boston Parcels 20-23 
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Rough Dratt: 


For Review 
and 
Comment 
Only 


9.15.99 


2. Urban Design and Related Physical 
Improvements 


Use Turnpike air rights to generate broad physical 
improvements 
¢ Redevelop both sides of Herald Street: redevelop sites that are 


vacant, devoted to parking, or under-developed to increase the 
Supply of desirable uses 


¢ Create inviting pedestrian connections, lined with retail and other 
uses, along Tremont, Shawmut, Washington, and Harrison: 
create wide sidewalks to accommodate community uses 
including outdoor dining, tai chi, and other activities 


¢ Maintain a clear street pattern and walkable blocks. 
e Frame views to city landmarks. 
-¢ Respect the height and scale of neighboring districts. 


¢ Reinforce north/ south connecting streets. (Harrison, Washington, 
Shawmut, Tremont) 


Building a Civic Vision for the Turnpike in Boston Parcels 20-23 
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Rough Dratt: 


nd | 3. Quality of Life (Mitigation) 


ae Preserve and enhance quality of life for the city and the 


communities along the Turnpike - 
¢ Minimize new traffic generation 


e Provide all parking needs on-site 


e Provide uses that are compatible with local 
businesses , 

¢ Avoid casting shadows during good weather on 
the Quincy School play yards 


9.15.99 Building a Civic Vision for the Turnpike in Boston Parcels 20-23 
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